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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendment filed on February 20, 2008. 

2. Claims 1-5 and 7 have been examined. 

Response to Amendments 

3. In the instant amendments, claims 1-5 and 7 were amended; claims 6 and 8-19 were 
canceled. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The Office acknowledges receipt of the Information Disclosure Statement filed on 
January 15, 2008. It has been placed in the application file and the information referred 
to therein has been considered by the examiner. 

Drawings 

5. The drawings are objected to because of minor informalities. 

Figure 7: in light of specification, page 21, lines 12-16, both block 732/YES and 
block 706/NO would proceed directly to block 728 (not below block 728). 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

6. The specification is objected to because of minor informalities. 

Acronyms should be spelled out at the first appearance in the specification (e.g., 
page 10, "PDA" and page 12, "BD2"); and 

Page 21 , line 7, 726 should be 728; line 8, 728 should be 730, and line 1 2, 730 
should be 732. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Response to Arguments 

7. In the instant amendments, the Applicants added new limitations (claim 1, lines 8-14): 

"responsive to a determination that the new software module is not known to 
function compatibly with the existing set of software modules, referring to the knowledge base 
of software modules to determine whether the new software module is known to function 
incompatibly with the existing set of software modules; and 

responsive to a determination that the new software module is not known to 
function incompatibly with the existing set of software modules, testing the new software 
module in a test data processing system in combination with the existing set of software 
modules", 

and asserted that, 

"In contradistinction, claim 1 recites a two-pronged test to 
determine whether to test the component ... Thus, as recited in 
claim 1 , a knowledge base is checked to see if there is information 
present that indicates that the new component and the prior 
installed components function compatibly. If there is not 
information indicating that the new component and the prior 
installed components function compatibly, the knowledge base is 
checked to see if there is information present that indicates that the 
new component and the prior installed components function 
incompatibly. If there is not information indicating that the new 
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component and the prior installed components function 
incompatibly, then the new software is tested in a test data 
processing system" (Remarks, page 8, second paragraph, 
emphasis added). 

However, after further consideration, the examiner notes that there is no two- 
pronged test as asserted by the Applicants. As clearly set forth in the specification, 
page 18: 

"In addition, a negative result is considered to be present in 
these examples if data regarding the compatibility of the 
combination of software modules is absent " (lines 1 5-1 8); and 

"If a negative result is returned , a determination is made 
whether to test the combination (step 708) " (lines 23-24). 

That is to say, the originally filed disclosure explicitly sets forth "a determination 
that the new software module is not known to function compatibly with the existing set of 
software modules" (claim 1, lines 8-9) as "a negative result" (specification, page 18, lines 
11-22 and FIG. 7, block 706/YES), then the process would proceed to "test the 
combination" (specification, page 18, lines 23-29 and FIG. 7, block 708), but does not 
support the "two-pronged test" as asserted in the Remarks, page 8. 

In light of the originally filed disclosure (page 1 8, lines 1 1 -24), the examiner treats 
the newly added limitations in claim 1 as: 

lines 8-9, "responsive to a determination that the new software module is not 
known to function compatibly with the existing set of software modules" (either determining "a 
negative result" as data regarding the compatibility is absent as set forth in the 
specification, page 18, lines 15-18); 

lines 9-11, "referring to the knowledge base of software modules to determine 
whether the new software module is known to function incompatibly with the existing set of 
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software modules" (or determining "a negative result" as some selected percentage of 
combinations is incompatible as set forth in the specification, page 18, lines 18-20). 

then responsive to either type of "negative result", the method proceeds to "testing 
the new software module ..." as recited in claim 1, lines 13-14. 

8. Applicants' arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

10. Claims 1-5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No. 6,948,059 to Sprecher et al. (art made of record, hereafter "Sprecher") in 
view of "Tool to Facilitate Testing of Software to Insure Compatibility", IBM Technical 
Disclosure Bulletin, April 1988 (art made of record, hereafter "IBM-Bulletin"). 

Claim 1: 

Sprecher discloses a method for testing the compatibility of software modules, 
the method comprising the computer implemented steps of: 

responsive to receiving a request to install a new software module in a 
data processing system (e.g., col. 2: 3-12; col.5: 36-45), 

performing an inventory on an existing set of software modules resident in 
the data processing system (e.g., FIG. 5, block 52 "Review Available Component 
Table", col.7: 5-19; and details of said table in FIG. 4, col.6: 20-54); 
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referring to a knowledge base of software modules to determine whether 
the new software module is known to function compatibly with the existing set of 
software modules (e.g., FIG. 5, block 50 "Read next Required Component", col. 7: 5-19; 
and details of Required Component List in col. 5: 52-67); 

responsive to a determination that the new software module is not known 
to function compatibly with the existing set of software modules (e.g., FIG. 5, block 66 
"Hit? NO", col.7: 20-41), 

referring to the knowledge base of software modules to determine whether 
the new software module is known to function incompatibly with the existing set of 
software modules (e.g., FIG. 5, block 72, col.7: 42-59); and 

responsive to a determination that the new software module is not known 
to function incompatibly with the existing set of software modules (e.g., FIG. 5, block 84 
^ NO, col.7: 60-COI.8: 8), 

loading the new software module in a data processing system in 
combination with the existing set of software modules (e.g., FIG. 5, block 84 
"Compatible?" NO ^ 86 ^ 92, col.8: 1-44). 

Sprecher does not explicitly disclose testing the new software module in a test 
data processing system in combination with the existing set of software modules. 

However, in an analogous art, IBM-Bulletin further discloses testing the new 
software module in a test data processing system in combination with the existing set of 
software modules (e.g., page 3, lines 28-46, perform a "sniff test" of the new software 
"to insure the new software is, indeed, compatible"). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine IBM-Bulletin's teaching into Sprecher's teaching. 
One would have been motivated to do so to insure the new software is indeed 
compatible with the existing software applications as suggested by IBM-Bulletin (e.g., 
page 3, lines 18-40). 



Claim 2: 
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The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Sprecher also discloses wherein testing 
the new software module in a test data processing system in combination with the 
existing set of software modules comprises: 

prompting a user for a first selected input; responsive to a first selected 
user input (e.g., col. 6: 20-39), 

testing the new software module in a test data processing system in 
combination with the existing set of software modules (e.g., col. 6: 34-54); and 

responsive to a second selected user input, installing the new software 
module in the data processing system (e.g., col. 6: 50-67). 

Claim 3: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Sprecher also discloses: 

responsive to a determination that the new software module is known to 

function incompatibly with the existing set of software modules, prompting a user for a 

first input (e.g., col .8: 9-27); 

responsive to a first selected user input, testing the new software module 

in a test data processing system in combination with the existing set of software 

modules (e.g., col. 8: 45-60); and 

responsive to a second selected user input, installing the new software 

module in the data processing system (e.g., col. 8: 28-64). 

Claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Sprecher also discloses: 

responsive to a test result indicating that the new software module is 

compatible with the existing software modules (e.g., col. 5: 10-34), 

adding a new combination indicating the compatibility to the knowledge 

base; and installing the new software module in the data processing system (e.g., col. 5: 

46-67). 



Claim 5: 
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The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Sprecher also discloses: 

responsive to a determination that the new software module is not 
compatible with the existing software modules (e.g., col. 6: 1-19), 

adding a new combination indicating the incompatibility to the knowledge 
base and searching the knowledge base to find a closest match, wherein at least one of 
the existing modules is removed or replaced with a different version (e.g., col. 5: 46-67); 

prompting for the user as to availability of the closest match combination; 
and responsive to a user input, installing the new software module and changing the 
existing modules as needed to obtain a compatible combination (e.g., col. 6: 20-43). 

Claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Sprecher also discloses testing the new 
software module in a test data processing system in combination with the existing set of 
software modules comprises: 

identifying an environment of a client in which the software module is to be 
installed (e.g., col.6: 55-67); 

recreating the environment on a test data processing system (e.g., col. 7: 

6-31); and 

installing the software module on the test data processing system to form 
the installed software module (e.g., col.7: 42-59). 

Conclusion 

11. Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 



Application/Control Number: 10/626,205 
Art Unit: 2192 



Page 9 



shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to examiner Thuy 
Dao (Twee), whose telephone/fax numbers are (571) 272 8570 and (571) 273 8570, 
respectively. The examiner can normally be reached on every Tuesday, Thursday, and 
Friday from 6:00AM to 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam, can be reached at (571) 272 3695. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571) 273 8300. Any inquiry of a general nature of relating 
to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to the TC 2100 Group 
receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272 2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Thuy Dao/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



/Tuan Q. Dam/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



